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Abstract 
 
 
 
A recent focus in academic library design is as a third place: a home from home. Research 
has yet to interrogate ǁŚĂƚŝƚŵĞĂŶƐƚŽďĞ “ĂƚŚŽŵĞ ?, and if academic libraries are treated 
like, and feel like home to students. ^ĞĂŵŽŶ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ŵŽĚĞů ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ Ă ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ ĨŽƌ
understanding the qualities associated with homeness, across the five dimensions of 
rootedness, appropriation, regeneration, at-easeness and warmth. Using this framework 
observations were made in two ůŝďƌĂƌŝĞƐ ƵƐŝŶŐ ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐ ƌĞůĂƚŝŶŐ ƚŽ  “ŚŽŵĞŶĞƐƐ ? ?It was 
found that students do act and feel at home in the library. Newer library designs did not 
facilitate homeness more than older designs. It is concluded that new library designs have 
the opportunity to make students feel at home by offering flexible spaces to make their 
own, places to retreat from their desk, and basic amenities.  
 
 
Introduction 
 
Since 2014, a number of universities have introduced designated places for sleeping in the 
ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐůŝďƌĂƌǇ ?dŚĞhŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽĨDŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ ?Ɛ ‘ŶĂƉƐƚĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?ŚĂŶƚ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ƚŚĞhŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽĨ
DĂŶĐŚĞƐƚĞƌ ?Ɛ  ‘ǌǌ ŽŶĞ ? ? ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ ŽĨ ĚŝŶďƵƌŐŚ ?Ɛplanned nap pods (McCarthy, 
2016) all legitimise a praĐƚŝĐĞŽŶĐĞĚŝƐĐŽƵƌĂŐĞĚŝŶůŝďƌĂƌŝĞƐ ? “^ůĞĞƉŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞůŝďƌĂƌǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? ) ?
dŚŝƐ ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ ƚŚĞ ůŝďƌĂƌǇ ?Ɛ evolution in recent years from a place to retrieve 
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ĞŶŐĂŐĞ ŝŶ  “ƐĞƌŝŽƵƐ ƐƚƵĚǇŝŶŐ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ? ?'ĂǇƚŽŶ ?  ? ? ? ? ? Ɖ ?  ? ? ) ƚŽ ŽŶĞ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ
welcoming, ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůĞ ? ĂŶĚ ĐĂŶ  “ŵĞĞƚ ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚ ŶĞĞĚƐ ĂƐ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌŝƐĞ ?  ?ƵŶŶŝŶŐŚĂŵ ĂŶĚ
Tabur, 2012, para. 8). 
 
A number of developments have caused this change. In the UK, the competition for 
students has led to universities building better facilities to attract them (Cox, 2017, p. 3). In 
addition, the increase in digital collections and subsequent reduction in print collections has 
allowed more room for learning spaces (Bennett, 2015, p. 217). Furthermore, library spaces 
have adapted to changes in pedagogy to reflect an emphasis on collaborative learning 
(Webb, Schaller and Hunley, 2008, p. 407).  
 
dŚĞƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶŐ “ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐĐŽŵŵŽŶƐ ?ůŝďƌĂƌǇĚĞƐŝŐŶƐĂƌĞĨůĞǆŝďůĞůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐƐƉĂĐĞƐƚŚĂƚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ “Ă
ŚǇďƌŝĚ ŽĨ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝǀĞ ĂŶĚ ŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ ǁŽƌŬƐƉĂĐĞ ?  ?ƌǇĂnt, 
Matthews and Walton, 2009, p. 8). Despite a decline in print book circulation (Cunningham 
and Tabur, 2012, para. 1), by redefining itself a place to study, the library has retained its 
 “ƐƚĂƚƵƐĂƐĂĐĞŶƚƌĂůůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶŽŶĐĂŵƉƵƐ ? ?Žǆ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ɖ ? ? ) ? 
 
This sŚŝĨƚŝŶĨŽĐƵƐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞůŝďƌĂƌǇĂƐĂƐƉĂĐĞƚŽŚŽůĚƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐƚŽĂ “ƉůĂĐĞŽĨĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝǀĞ
ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ ?  ?DŽŶƚŐŽŵĞƌǇ ĂŶĚ DŝůůĞƌ ?  ? ? ? ? ? Ɖ ?  ? ? ? ) ŚĂƐ ůĞĚ ƚŽ
research into the library as a third place. A third place is neither home nor work, but a public 
ƐƉĂĐĞ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ƚŚĞ ƚǁŽ  ?KůĚĞŶďƵƌŐ ?  ? ? ? ? ? Ɖ ?  ? ? ) ǁŚĞƌĞ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĨĞĞů  “ďĞůŽŶŐŝŶŐ ?ĞĂƐĞ ĂŶĚ
ǁĂƌŵƚŚ ? ?>ĞǁŝƐ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ) ? 
 
Numerous studies have identified that students sleep, eat and relax in the library (DeClerq 
and Cranz, 2014; Harrop and Turpin, 2013; Sommer, 1966). Students often describe feelings 
of comfort and safety (Cha and Kim, 2015; DeClerq and Cranz, 2014). This evidence suggests 
that students act and feel at home in libraries.  However, there have not been specific 
studies devoted to the homeness of academic libraries, or how design impacts this. In this 
context the aim of this study was to investigate if academic libraries are treated like, and 
feel like home to students, in particular exploring whether modern learning commons 
designs are treated like, and feel more like home than older library designs. 
 
 
Literature review 
 
DĂŶǇĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĂƚŽƌƐŚĂǀĞŵĂĚĞƚŚĞĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶďĞƚǁĞĞŶƉƵďůŝĐ ůŝďƌĂƌŝĞƐĂŶĚKůĚĞŶďƵƌŐ ?Ɛ
(1989) concept of the third place - a public place that is neither home nor work (Elmborg, 
2011). However, the notion that students like the library but do not necessarily visit it to 
find resources has led to the suggestion that academic libraries are also third places (Lewis, 
2016; Montgomery and Miller, 2011). Lewis (2016) states that the library is a third place, 
being neither the dorm room nor the classroom (p. 96). The main features of third places as 
set out by Oldenburg (1989) have been adapted by Lewis (2016) for academic libraries:  
 
x Neutral ground - all disciplines mix in one space  
x Social leveller - almost anyone can use any of the library spaces 
x Conversation is the main activity  W well-designed libraries accommodate informal 
conversations during study breaks 
x Accessibility and accommodation - libraries are accessible, and keep long hours 
x The regulars - many students use the library at regular times and use the same seats 
x A home away from home - the library is the home where students can be 
comfortable doing their academic work (p. 96-98). 
 
dŚĞ ŝĚĞĂ ƚŚĂƚ KůĚĞŶďƵƌŐ ?Ɛ Đriteria should be used when building or renovating academic 
libraries is one shared by a number of commentators (Lewis, 2016; Montgomery and Miller, 
2011; Webb, Schaller and Hunley, 2008), however there is little discussion of how this would 
look in practice. /ŶƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌƚŚĞŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨŝƚďĞŝŶŐĂ “ŚŽŵĞĂǁĂǇĨƌŽŵŚŽŵĞ ?ŚĂƐŶŽƚďĞĞŶ
interrogated in any depth. 
 
 “,ŽŵĞ ?ŝƐĂ “ŵƵůƚŝĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶĂůĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ? ?DĂůůĞƚƚ ? ? ? ? ?Ɖ  ? ? )ƚŚĂƚŝƐĚĞĨŝŶĞĚďŽƚŚŝŶƚĞƌŵƐ
of a physical place and psychological belonging (Oxford English Dictionary, 2011). Tognoli 
(1967) defines home in contrast to house, labelling the attributes as centrality, continuity, 
privacy, self-expression, and social relationships (cited in Smith, 1994, p. 31). The concept of 
 “ŚŽŵĞŶĞƐƐ ? ŝƐ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ ďǇ the phenomenologist David Seamon (1979) through five 
themes rootedness, appropriation, regeneration, at-easeness and warmth. Rootedness 
refers to the way that the home is the start and finish point for activities, a strong grounding 
for action. Appropriation refers to the way that an individual has control and power over the 
homespace; it also implies a notion of privacy. There is a strong link to the feeling of 
territoriality that we have within the home. Regeneration is about the way that the 
individual is refreshed in the home, through sleep but also through mental rest. At-easeness 
implies the individual feeling able to be themselves, rather than seek to sustain a public 
image. Warmth refers to a sense of friendliness and support. Differentiating these five 
themes to homeness strengthens our ability to ask precise questions about the ways in 
which a library is like a home. 
 
Homeness in academic libraries has not attracted substantial attention in itself. Rather, 
there are a number of comments sprinkled throughout the literature that indicate the topic 
is worth further exploration. Due to findings that students most frequently discuss academic 
work in domestic spaces, Bennett (2005) suggests food and drink can help make libraries 
more domestic. This is similarly advocated by Hunter and Cox (2014), who recommend 
ĚƌŝŶŬƐŵĂŬŝŶŐĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐŽŶĞĂĐŚĨůŽŽƌƚŽ  “ŵĂŬĞƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐĨĞĞůĂƚŚŽŵĞ ?  ?Ɖ ?  ? ? ) ?ĂŶĚ,ĂƌƌŽƉ
and Turpin (2013), who suggest refreshments and soft seaƚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƌĞƉůŝĐĂƚĞ Ă  “ŚŽŵĞůǇ ?
environment (p. 65). Furniture is considered by DeClerq and Cranz (2014) in their research 
ŽŶƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƉŽƐƚƵƌĞƐ ?ĂƌŐƵŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌŝŶĨŽƌŵĂůƵƐĞŽĨĨŽƌŵĂůǁŽŽĚĞŶĨƵƌŶŝƚƵƌĞ “ĂƐŝĨƚŚĞǇǁĞƌĞ
ŝŶƚŚĞŝƌŽǁŶůŝǀŝŶŐƌŽŽŵ ?ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐŚŽǁƚŚĞǇ would prefer to study (p. 581). Similarly, Webb, 
Schaller and Hunley (2008) state that behaviours such as putting feet on furniture 
ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƚŚĂƚĂƐƚƵĚĞŶƚŚĂƐ “ŵŽǀĞĚŝŶ ?ƚŽƚŚĞƐƉĂĐĞ ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ) ?
 
More generally, in advocating libraries as a third place, Lewis (2017) states that libraries are 
ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ? ƐĞĐŽŶĚ ŚŽŵĞ ? /ƚ ŝƐ tĂǆŵĂŶ ? ůĞŵŽŶƐ ? ĂŶŶŝŶŐĂ Ě DĐ<ĞůĨƌĞƐŚ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ǁŚŽ
perhaps come closest to advocating homeness by suggesting a need for restorative and 
rejuvenating library spaces. Notably missing from the literature, however, is evidence to 
suggest how students themselves view homeness.  
 
While homeness itself has not been central to studies of libraries to date, some related 
aspects such as space choice and atmosphere have been the subject of investigation. For 
example, space choice is a popular strand of research. Cha and Kim (2015) identified the 
amount of space, noise levels, crowdedness, comfort of furnishing and cleanliness were the 
most important factors for students. Webb, Schaller and Hunley (2008) identified furniture 
choice and window views as the most cited reasons for choosing a space. Beatty (2016) 
found that ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ? ƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ ĨŽƌ ƐƉĂĐĞ ǁĞƌĞ ŵĂŝŶůǇ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ƐŽƵŶĚ ? ĨŽůůŽǁĞĚ ďǇ
lighting. The importance of control is expressed by a number of writers. DeClerq and Cranz 
(2014) found students valued the ability to move furniture. Similarly, Bennett (2005) states 
ƚŚĂƚƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚĂŐŽŽĚƐƚƵĚǇƐƉĂĐĞƚŽďĞŽŶĞƚŚĂƚĂůůŽǁĞĚƚŚĞŵƚŽĐŽŶƚƌŽů “ƐŽĐŝĂů
and academic dimenƐŝŽŶƐŽĨƐƚƵĚǇ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ) ? 
 
Often interwoven in discussions of space preferences are considerations of the atmosphere 
in libraries. Mohanty (2002) considers staff attitudes to students, ease of access to 
resources, lighting, and an attractive environment as part of creating a welcoming 
atmosphere in academic libraries. Physical features such as wood flooring, comfortable 
chairs, coffee and food smells, ĂŶĚ ĂŶ ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ ǀŝĞǁ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞ Ă  “ǁĂƌŵ ĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞ ?
according to Waxman, Clemons, Banning and McKelfresh (2007). However, atmosphere is 
considered to be more than generated by physical design (Hunter and Cox, 2013). 
Montgomery and Miller (2011) argue that conversation  W both vocal and scholarly 
communication  W adds to a welcoming and comfortable atmosphere. In addition, the role of 
staff is further explored in terms of library anxiety, where the perception of staff as 
intimidating and aloof is a barrier to using the library (Bostick, as cited in Jiao and 
Onwuegbuzie, 1999). A section of the literature focusses on the importance of the presence 
of other students in the library. A number of commentators suggest the ability to work 
amongst others creates an ambience and sense of scholarship that is attractive to students 
(Cha and Kim, 2015; Cunningham and Tabur, 2012; Gayton, 2008).   
 
 
Methodology 
 
The research was undertaken at the University of Nottingham, with the permission of the 
Libraries, Research and Learning Resources department. The institution was chosen due to 
its recent renovation and extension of George Green Library. A short walk away from the 
new library is Hallward Library. The design differences, age and proximity of the libraries 
provide an interesting comparison for the study. George Green Library was renovated and 
extended in 2014-2017. It supports the faculties of science and engineering. It now has a 
glass facade, moveable furniture, and a variety of seating options throughout the building. 
Hallward Library supports the arts and humanities faculties. Covering four floors, most of its 
seats are concentrated on the top two floors, which hold traditional study carrels for silent 
study. Originally built in 1972, between 2006 and 2008 various part of the library were 
refurbished, most notably the lower ground floor which was made into a learning hub 
(Waller, 2011, p. 76). The learning hub (Level 1) is in contrast to the silent floors with a focus 
on collaborative learning and moveable furniture. 
 
The analytic framework for the project was based on the work of Seamon (1979) who 
developed five criteria for what it means to be and feel at home. In the framework (Table 1 
below), the criteria were defined and then related to library behaviours, indicating possible 
differences between the libraries. The relation to library behaviour column also indicates 
which method would be used to measure the criteria (O = Observation, Q = Questionnaire, I 
= Interview). Some of the criteria would be difficult to observe, and therefore were more 
suitable for inclusion on the questionnaire, and vice versa.  
 
Table 1. The Homeness framework 
Criteria  Definition  
(Seamon, 1979) 
Operationalisation in library behaviour  
Rootedness   “ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĐĞŶƚƌĞ ĨŽƌĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞĂŶĚ
ƌĞƚƵƌŶ ? 
 
 ƉůĂĐĞ ǁŚĞƌĞ Ă  “ƉĞƌƐŽŶ ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĞƐ
ŚŝƐĐŽŵŝŶŐƐĂŶĚŐŽŝŶŐƐ ? ? “ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞƐ
ĂŶĚƌĞƚƵƌŶƐŵĂǇďĞĨŝǆĞĚďǇŚĂďŝƚ ? 
 
 “ĂŶ ŵŽǀĞ ĨůƵŝĚůǇ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ
dwelling because body-subject 
knows that space ŝŶƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ) ? 
 
 
 
 
 
Students rooting themselves in the library 
throughout the day - using it as a space to 
return to in between classes and breaks (Q). 
 
Students can navigate the library while 
engaged in other activities e.g. using the 
phone, reading, talking (O). 
Appropriation  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 “WŽƐƐĞƐƐŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŶƚƌŽů P ƚŚĞ ƉĞƌƐŽŶ
who is at home holds a space over 
ǁŚŝĐŚŚĞŝƐŝŶĐŚĂƌŐĞ ? 
 
 “>ĂĐŬ ŽĨ ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐ
ŝŶĨƌŝŶŐĞŵĞŶƚŽƌůŽƐƐŽĨƉƌŝǀĂĐǇ ? 
 
 “ŝƐƌƵƉƚŝŽŶŽĨĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚŝŽŶůĞĂĚƐƚŽ
responses of feeling-subject which 
may include anger, anxiety or 
Territorial behaviour - leaving markers to 
save a space or discourage others from 
using the same space (O) 
 
One person using two or more spaces (O) 
 
Creating private spaces using movable 
furniture or belongings (O, Q, I) 
 
Controlling the space by moving furniture 
ĚŝƐĐŽŵĨŽƌƚ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ?-81). 
 
 
 
(O, Q, I) 
Regeneration   “ZĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝǀĞƉŽǁĞƌƐĂƚŚŽŵĞ ? 
 
 “WŚǇƐŝĐĂůƌĞƐƚ ?ĂŶĚƐůĞĞƉ 
 
 “WƐǇĐŚŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?  “Ă
stable place in which a person can 
recoup his physical and psychic 
ĞŶĞƌŐŝĞƐ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ?-83) 
 
 
 
Eating and drinking (O, Q, I) 
 
Sleeping or lying down  
(O, Q, I) 
 
At-easeness   “&ƌĞĞĚŽŵƚŽďĞ PƚŚĞƉĞƌƐŽŶǁŚŽŝƐĂƚ
home can be what he most 
comfortably is and do what he most 
ǁŝƐŚĞƐƚŽĚŽ ? 
 
 “/ƚ ĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚƐ ǁŝƚŚ ƉƵďůŝĐ
environments where people must 
partake in roles and behaviours 
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚƚŽŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶĂƉƵďůŝĐŝŵĂŐĞ ?
(p. 83-84). 
 
 
 
Behaviours that break social convention 
such as taking shoes off, putting feet on the 
furniture and lying down could indicate that 
students are at ease (O, I) 
 
Measurement of how comfortable students 
feel (Q) 
Warmth   “ƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞŽĨĨƌŝĞŶĚůŝŶĞƐƐ ?ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ
ĂŶĚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ? 
 
 “WƌĞƐĞŶĐĞŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞĂŶĚ
ŝŶƚĞƌƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůŚĂƌŵŽŶǇ ? 
 
 “dŚĞƉĞƌƐŽŶĨĞĞůƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶfor the 
home and keeps it ordered and in 
ŐŽŽĚƌĞƉĂŝƌ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ?-85). 
Taking pride in the space  W keeping the 
space tidy (Q). 
 
Measurement of student perceptions of 
warmth and friendliness (Q, I). 
 
 
A mixed method approach, combining qualitative and quantitative methods, was employed 
to gather data about the two libraries (Bryman, 2016, p. 634). The main methods were 
quantitative, being structured observation and student questionnaires. Questionnaires were 
ĐŚŽƐĞŶďĞĐĂƵƐĞ “ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶĂůƐƚƵĚŝĞƐĐĂŶƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĂŶŝŶƐŝŐŚƚĨƵůŐůŝŵƉƐĞŽĨ ‘ǁŚĂƚ ?
ŝƐŚĂƉƉĞŶŝŶŐ ŝŶ ůŝďƌĂƌŝĞƐ ? ƚŚĞǇĚŽŶŽƚ ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞ  ‘ǁŚǇ ?ƉĂƚƌŽŶƐĚŽ ǁŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇĚŽ ?  ?'ŝǀĞŶĂŶĚ
>ĞĐŬŝĞ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ) ?^ŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ ?ŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞǀĂůƵĂďůĞ ? ĂƐŝŶƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŶĂŝƌĞƐ ? “ĞƌƌŽƌƐĂƌŝƐĞ
when respondents lack motivation to report truthfully, lack comprehension skills, or 
ĚĞůŝďĞƌĂƚĞůǇĚŝƐƚŽƌƚƚŚĞŝƌĂŶƐǁĞƌƐ ? ?WĂƌĞƚƚĂĂŶĚĂƚĂůĂŶŽ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ) ?dŽƐƵƉƉůĞŵĞŶƚƚŚĞ
quantitative methods, a semi structured interview with a staff member involved in the 
design of George Green Library provided context for the case study. Unstructured 
observation was also employed to document the whole picture, capture context, and 
consider the influence of the environment (Mulhall, 2003, p. 307) in a way structured 
observation does not.  
 
The structured observation approach involved recording the frequency of behaviours within 
predetermined categories (Bryman, 2016, p. 269). The libraries were coded into zones, and 
behaviour was recorded by frequency on a five bar gate whilst walking around the zone 
following a predetermined route. This reduced the likelihood that the same student would 
be recorded multiple times in error. Preceding and following the observation data 
collection, occupancy readings were recorded. Additionally, brief field notes were taken 
regarding environmental factors that may have affected behaviour, such as temperature. 
Overall, four hours and 35 minutes of observation was undertaken (George Green 2h35m, 
Hallward 2h), with observations taking place over three days, in the exam period, in the 
morning (09:40-11:15), afternoon (14:15-16:45), and evening (18:25-19:50). 
 
The questionnaire (Appendix) was designed with two purposes in mind. Firstly, it had to fit 
into the five criteria of the framework in order to test homeness. Secondly, the questions 
were designed to run parallel to the observation points, as it was important to compare 
what students were doing to what they say they do, and how they felt about it (Given and 
Leckie, 2003, p. 383). Most of the questions were closed ended questions, however, an 
open comment space was left at the end of the questionnaire so that respondents could 
voice their opinion or provide details that may have been missed in the closed questions 
 ?K ?ĂƚŚĂŝŶĂŶĚdŚŽŵĂƐ ? ? ? ? ? ) ? At the end of the three week period (in may/June 2017), out 
of 100 questionnaires left at each site, 26 completed questionnaires were counted from 
George Green, and 56 from Hallward. The remaining 118 were either handed in blank, or 
were missing.  
 
A semi-structured interview was undertaken with a member of staff who had been involved 
in the design of George Green Library. The topics of the interview mirrored some of those in 
the observations and questionnaires, however focussed more on the designs of the two 
libraries. 
 
During the structured observation, some unstructured observation was undertaken. This 
consisted of the researcher noting down any observation that related to the topic or 
elaborated on a structured observation point. This was conducted in conjunction with the 
structured observation as it was felt behaviours would arise on an ad hoc basic and should 
ďĞ ƌĞĐŽƌĚĞĚ ĂƐ ƐŽŽŶ ĂƐ ƚŚĞǇ ǁĞƌĞ ǀŝĞǁĞĚ ? /ƚ ǁĂƐ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ƚŽ ƚĂŬĞ ƚŚĞ ŶŽƚĞƐ  “ĂƐ
ŝŶĐŽŶƐƉŝĐƵŽƵƐůǇĂƐƉŽƐƐŝďůĞƐŽĂƐŶŽƚƚŽĚŝƐƚƵƌďƚŚĞŶŽƌŵĂůĨůŽǁŽĨĞǀĞŶƚƐ ? ?Parahoo, 2014). 
When an interesting observation was made, this was noted down, ideally out of sight of the 
participants, for example between the shelving or at an empty seat.  
 
The ethical aspects of the study were carefully considered to ensure that participants were 
protected and to ensure the integrity of the research (Cresswell, 2014, p. 92). The approach 
was approved through University of Sheffield ethics procedures. For the interview informed 
ĐŽŶƐĞŶƚ ǁĂƐ ŽďƚĂŝŶĞĚ ? dŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĞ ?Ɛ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ Ănonymised. Unobtrusive 
observation has the benefit that no participants are intruded upon. However, observation 
without knowledge of the participant is a contentious issue due to concerns about lack of 
informed consent (Takyi, 2015, p. 856). Yet the number of students moving in and out of the 
observation areas made gaining informed consent unfeasible. Under these circumstances, 
ƚŚĞ hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ ŽĨ ^ŚĞĨĨŝĞůĚ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ  “ĂƉƉƌŽǀĂů ŝƐ ƐŽƵŐŚƚ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ
ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚŝĞƐ ?  ?ƉĞƌŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ǁĂƐ ŐĂŝŶĞĚ ) ? ĂŶĚ  “Ɛpecific individuals should not be identified, 
ĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚůǇŽƌďǇŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ) ?&ƵƌƚŚĞƌŵŽƌĞ ?ŽŶƚŚĞĂĚǀŝĐĞŽĨ'ŝǀĞŶĂŶd Leckie (2003, p. 
376), a sign was displayed at the entrance of both libraries informing students that 
observations were taking place. This enabled the option to opt out by avoiding the library on 
the specified days.  
 
The participating institution requested the students were not approached and 
questionnaires were left on study tables; therefore it was unsuitable to ask students to sign 
a consent form, due to the possibility of it being left unattended. Rather, implied consent 
was gained by virtue of completion, as explained on the participant sheet. Responses to the 
questionnaire were anonymous, minimising the risk to confidentiality. Completed forms 
were collected by library staff, kept securely on site and periodically collected by the 
researcher. 
 
Results 
 
Rootedness 
ZŽŽƚĞĚŶĞƐƐŝƐĚĞĨŝŶĞĚďǇ^ĞĂŵŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂƐĂ “ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĐĞŶƚƌĞĨŽƌĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞĂŶĚƌĞƚƵƌŶ ?ĂŶĚ
knowing a place intimately enough to move around the space fluidly (p. 79). 
 
The questionnaires attempted to ascertain if students rooted themselves in the library 
spaces throughout the day. Students were asked to tick all answers that applied for the 
ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ ƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ  “/ ǁŽƵůĚ ůĞĂǀĞ ŵǇ ďĞůŽŶŐŝŶŐƐ ŽŶƚŚĞ ůŝďƌĂƌǇ ĚĞƐŬƐ ƵŶĂƚƚĞŶĚĞĚ ĨŽƌ ?
(Figure 1). The question sought to understand how long they used their belongings to root 
themselves to their chosen space.  A surprisingly low proportion of students stated they 
would leave their belongings in the library for the length of a lecture, seminar, or exam. 
Whilst this does not necessarily indicate that students do not come and go from the library 
during the day, it does suggest that they are less inclined to root themselves in a particular 
spot using their belongings when leaving the library.  
 
 
 
Figure 1 
    
As shown in Figure 1, there are very few discernible differences between the two libraries.  
 
The data overall indicates low levels of rootedness in both libraries. In hindsight, a question 
about whether students leave and return to library throughout the day would have given a 
clearer picture of this element.  
 
In structured observations, rootedness was operationalised in terms of students walking 
through the buildings fluidly while engaged in other activities. In both libraries, this was only 
observed a total of once, when students were walking through the building whilst looking at 
their mobile phones. The lack of data here is possibly due to the time of year. As it was 
exam period, students did not have lectures to attend, and therefore were perhaps less 
likely to move from their study space.  
 
Appropriation 
ƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐ  “ƉŽƐƐĞƐƐŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŶƚƌŽů ?  ?^ĞĂŵŽŶ ?  ? ? ?9, p. 80), which can be 
operationalised in library space behaviour as students becoming territorial about their 
space, and altering the space to suit their needs.  
 
When asked if they have a favourite spot to study in the library, over 80% of students in 
ďŽƚŚ ůŝďƌĂƌŝĞƐ ƐĂŝĚ  ‘ǇĞƐ ? ? dŚŝƐ ǁĂƐ ĐŽŶĨŝƌŵĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ staff interviewee ? ǁŚŽ ƐƚĂƚĞĚ  “ƉĞŽƉůĞ
ŚĂǀĞƚŚĞŝƌƐƉŽƚ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞǇůŝŬĞƚŚĞŝƌƐƉŽƚ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞǇŐĞƚǀĞƌǇĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚƚŽŝƚ ? ?
 
Seamon (1989) states that  “ĚŝƐƌƵƉƚŝŽŶŽĨĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚŝŽŶůĞĂĚƐƚŽƌesponses of feeling-subject 
ǁŚŝĐŚ ŵĂǇ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ ĂŶŐĞƌ ? ĂŶǆŝĞƚǇ Žƌ ĚŝƐĐŽŵĨŽƌƚ ?  ?Ɖ ?  ? ) ? dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ? ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ǁĞƌĞ also 
asked to rate their disappointment from one to ten if their spot was not available. However, 
the results were less conclusive, with a variety of answers along the spectrum and little 
difference between the two sites. However, it was notable that female students expressed 
more disappointment than male students (Figure 2B). 
 
 
 
Figure 2 
 
Another aspect of appropriation - territoriality - was observed through students using more 
than their designated desk space, as defined by spacing between chairs. As shown in Figure 
3, students in George Green were on average twice as likely to use more than one space 
than in Hallward, by spreading their belongings across the tables. As George Green has more 
open tables without partitions, this was to be expected.  
 
 
Figure 3 
 
Unstructured observations found that in George Green it was also common for students 
using the partitioned carrels to spread their belongings around them on the floor. In 
comparison, in the Hallward carrels, students were not observed using the floor space, 
other than under their own carrels. This could be due to George Green having much more 
ƌŽŽŵĂƌŽƵŶĚƚŚĞĚĞƐŬƐ ?dŚŝƐŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚ'ĞŽƌŐĞ'ƌĞĞŶ ?ƐĚĞƐŝŐŶĂůůŽǁƐƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐƚŽŚĂǀĞĂ
much wider territorial remit than at Hallward, which they take full advantage of.  
 
Conversely, when asked if they felt they had enough room to create their own space in the 
library (Figure 4), although the majority of George Green students tended to agree (54%), a 
significant number (19%) disagreed. This is in comparison to Hallward, in which only 9% 
disagreed, and 27% strongly agreed.  
 
 
Figure 4 
 
As a newly renovated building that was designed in part to give students more space, this is 
an interesting result. With exam period meaning the libraries are often at full capacity and 
George Green becoming popular with other disciplines, the disagreement from George 
Green students could be due to the high occupancy in the building. With many study spaces 
not partitioned, the closeness to other students may have been a factor. The staff 
interviewee noted that 100 more seats had to be purchased for George Green, which 
inevitably meant that in some areas students had to sit closer together. However, there was 
an awareness that this could impact the space negatively. 
 
 ?/ƌĞĂůůǇĨĞĞůŝĨǇŽƵĂĐƚƵĂůůǇĐƌĂŵĐŚĂŝƌƐŝŶƚŽĞǀĞƌǇŶŽŽŬĂŶĚĐƌĂŶŶǇ ?ǇŽƵǁŝůůƌuin it 
ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇ ?ƐŽ/ĚŽĨĞĞůƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞĞŶŽƵŐŚĐŚĂŝƌƐŶŽǁĂŶĚ/ ?ŵŶŽƚŐŽŝŶŐƚŽďƵǇĂŶǇŵŽƌĞ ?
(A1). 
 
Given the design of the building, it is also interesting to note that while only 50% of students 
agree/strongly agreed that they could move furniture, 72% did so in Hallward (Figure 5). 
 
 
Figure 5 
 This correlates with the observations, in which a slightly higher proportion of Hallward 
students were observed moving the furniture to suit their needs than in George Green 
(Figure 6). Part of the aspirational brief for George Green was, as the interviewee stated, 
 “ŵŽĚĞƌŶ ?ĨůĞǆŝďůĞĨƵƌŶŝƚƵƌĞ ?ƚŚĂƚƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐĐŽƵůĚǁŝƚŚŝŶƌĞĂƐŽŶ ?ŵŽǀĞĂƌŽƵŶĚƚhemselves to 
ŐĞƚƚŚĞĐŽŶĨŝŐƵƌĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĞǇǁĂŶƚĞĚ ? ?/ƚŝƐŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŐƚŽŶŽƚĞƚŚĞŶ ?ƚŚĂƚŵŽƌĞƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐǁĞƌĞ
not observed altering the furniture in George Green. While students at George Green were 
observed being more territorial than in Hallward, the questionŶĂŝƌĞƐƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚ,ĂůůǁĂƌĚ ?Ɛ
students valued the ability to control the configuration of the space more strongly. This is 
despite the specific aim of George Green to encourage this control.  
 
 
 
Figure 6 
 
Regeneration 
ZĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƌĞĨĞƌƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ  “ƌĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝǀĞ ƉŽǁĞƌƐ ? ŽĨ ŚŽŵĞ ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů ĂŶĚ
psychological restoration (Seamon, 1979, p. 82-3). This was operationalised in terms of 
activities around eating, resting and sleeping in the libraries. 
 
Overall, slightly more students were observed eating in George Green than in Hallward. This 
could be in part due to the café, which blends study spaces into a café space and is located 
on the lower ground level ? ,ĂůůǁĂƌĚ ?Ɛ ĐĂĨĠ ŝƐ ĐůŽƐĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĞŶƚƌĂŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ ƌĞĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ĚĞƐŬ ?
making it less secluded than George Green's. The staff interviewee described feedback from 
students about wanting a space that felt like they were having a break from the library.  
 
 ?tŚĞŶǁĞĚŝĚ'ĞŽƌŐĞ'ƌĞĞŶ QŝƚǁĂƐ ?ǇĞaŚǁĞĚŽǁĂŶƚƚŽĚƌŝŶŬĂĐƵƉŽĨĐŽĨĨĞĞĂŶǇǁŚĞƌĞ ?
ďƵƚƚŚĞǇĂůƐŽƐĂŝĚ ?ǇĞah but do you know what I actually want to be able to have a break, I 
ǁĂŶƚƚŽŐĞƚĂǁĂǇĨƌŽŵǁŚĞƌĞ/ ?ŵƐƚƵĚǇŝŶŐĂŶĚ/ǁĂŶƚŽŐŽƚŽƚŚĞĐĂĨĠĂŶĚ/ǁĂŶƚƚŚĞĐĂĨĠ
ƚŽĨĞĞůĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƌĞƐƚŽĨƚŚĞůŝďƌĂƌǇďĞĐĂƵƐĞ/ǁĂŶƚƚŽĨĞĞůůŝŬĞ/ ?ŵŚĂǀŝŶŐĂďƌĞĂŬ ?
(A1). 
 
The results for sleeping (or resting your head) in the library were strikingly similar in both 
libraries. Both libraries reported a 60/40 ratio with the majority of the students stating they 
had fallen asleep or rested their head in the library (Figure 7). 
 
 
 
Figure 7 
 
However, when asked if they like to rest and recuperate in the library, the majority of 
students from both libraries tended to disagree. Majorities from both libraries stated that 
there were not places they felt they could rest and recuperate in the library (Figure 8).  
 
 
Figure 8 
 
Answers from the questionnaires are supported by the observation data, which found only 
three students asleep (or with their eyes shut) in each library.  
 
Thus students in both libraries used the space to regenerate, but mostly through eating. 
Although most disagreed that they liked to use the library to rest, there is evidence to 
suggest that they do anyway, perhaps out of necessity, rather than comfort.  Despite this, 
the following free text comments from the questionnaire show that some students showed 
an awareness and desire for the library to provide facilities for regeneration. 
 
 ?EĞĞĚƐĂŶĂƉƐƉĂĐĞĂŶĚŵŽƌĞďĞĂŶďĂŐƐĂŶĚĂŵŝĐƌŽǁĂǀĞ ? 
 
 ?WůĞĂƐĞŐĞƚŶĂƉƉŽĚƐ ? 
 
 ?ƵƐŚŝŽŶƐ ?DŽƌĞďŽŽƚŚƐ ?ŬĞƚƚůĞ ?ŵŝĐƌŽǁĂǀĞ ? 
 
 ?WůĞĂƐĞŐĞƚŶĂƉƉŝŶŐƉŽĚƐ ? 
 
 ?EĞĞĚŶĂƉƐƉĂĐĞƉůĞĂƐĞ ? 
 
At-easeness 
The freedom to be yourself was what Seamon (1979) identified as being at ease (p. 83). This 
includes the dispelling of social conventions. In the questionnaire, students were asked if 
they felt able to be themselves in the library (Figure 9). Most students tended to agree or 
strongly agree. 
 
 
 
Figure 9 
 
In observations, at-easeness was measured by how many students had their shoes off as 
this was what Seamon ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ĂƐ Ă ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ ǁŝƚŚ  “ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐ ǁŚĞƌĞ
ƉĞŽƉůĞŵƵƐƚƉĂƌƚĂŬĞ ŝŶ ƌŽůĞƐ ĂŶĚďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌƐ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ ƚŽŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶĂƉƵďůŝĐ ŝŵĂŐĞ ?  ?Ɖ ?  ? ?-
84). The results were similar for both libraries (Figure 10). Unstructured observation found 
that students walked around both libraries with no shoes, suggesting a high level of ease 
and intimacy with the environment.  
 
 
Figure 10 
 
Structured observation also looked for students with their feet up (Figure 11 and 12), and 
found that this was slightly more prevalent in Hallward. Once again, this was fairly 
ƵŶĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚ ĚƵĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĞĂƐĞ ŽĨ ŵŽǀŝŶŐ 'ĞŽƌŐĞ 'ƌĞĞŶ ?Ɛ ĨƵƌŶŝƚƵƌĞ ? ,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ? ƚŚŝƐ ĐĂŶ ďĞ
explained by the fact that the majority of students with their feet on other furniture were in 
the basement of Hallward. On this level there is a variety of furniture including ottomans 
and it is largely unstaffed, perhaps explaining this result. 
 
 
Figure 11 
 
 
 
Figure 12 
 
Students were also asked if they felt safe in the library, to which half of the respondents 
strongly agreed (Figure 13).  
  
Figure 13 
 
Structured observation was also used to look for the number of valuables left unattended 
(meaning electronic devices and wallets). In both libraries, more than 60 separate incidents 
were recorded (Figure 14), suggesting that students certainly feel that their belongings are 
safe in the library. It was particularly notable that this was most common at George Green in 
the evening when the library is only staffed by a small number security staff.  
 
 
Figure 14 
 
Warmth 
tĂƌŵƚŚƌĞůĂƚĞƐƚŽĂŶ “ĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞŽĨĨƌŝĞŶĚůŝŶĞƐƐ ?ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĂŶĚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ? ?^ĞĂŵŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ɖ ?
84). Therefore students were asked to rate their agreement to the statement about the 
library being a friendly place. While the majority tended to agree (approximately 50% at 
both libraries), a higher proportion strongly agreed at George Green (Figure 15).  
 
 
Figure 15 
 
Seamon (1979) suggests that  “ƚŚĞƉĞƌƐŽŶĨĞĞůƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĨŽƌƚŚĞŚŽŵĞĂŶĚŬĞĞƉƐŝƚŽƌĚĞƌed 
ĂŶĚ ŝŶŐŽŽĚƌĞƉĂŝƌ ?  ?Ɖ ?  ? ? ) ŝs an indicator of warmth. A higher proportion strongly agreed 
that they took pride in the library space at George Green (Figure 16). This could perhaps be 
the result of the newness of the building and the desire to keep it in good condition.  
 
 
Figure 16 
 
  
This was also reflected in the answers to a question where students were asked if they feel 
physically comfortable in the library. Slightly more students tended to agree that they do in 
George Green than in Hallward (Figure 17). 
 
 
Figure 17 
 
 
The interviewee pointed out that with George Green, the service had the opportunity to 
create a community, highlighting that students can feel lost at the university. Therefore they 
have started to open the library up for other uses, for example an artist in residence who 
showed students how to do Chinese brush painting proved very successful during revision 
period. This focus on community, as well as the problems with amenities at Hallward could 
account for the higher numbers of students who, overall, felt George Green was a warm 
place.  
 
Home or library? 
Students were also directly asked if they felt at home at the library. As demonstrated in 
Figure 18, George Green agreed more strongly with the statement, but also tended to 
disagree more. In comparison, ,ĂůůǁĂƌĚ ?Ɛ ĂŶƐǁĞƌƐ ǁĞƌĞ ŵŽƌĞ ĐŽŶĐĞŶƚƌĂƚĞĚ ŝŶ  ‘ƚĞŶĚ ƚŽ
ĂŐƌĞĞ ? ? ? ?A? )ĂŶĚ ‘ŶĞŝƚŚĞƌĂŐƌĞĞŽƌĚŝƐĂŐƌĞĞ ? ? ? ?A? ) ? 
 
 
Figure 18 
 
In a female to male comparison (Figure 19), more females (19%) were found to strongly 
agree to the statement than males (3%). This correlates with Figure 2B which showed that 
female students had more of an attachment to their spot than male students. 
 
 
Figure 19 
 
 
 
Students were asked where they prefer to study between the library and home, with the 
vast majority of students stating they prefer to study in the library. This was expected as 
students filling in the questionnaire were those using the library. Students were then asked 
to identify the reasons for their preferred location ?dŚŽƐĞǁŚŽĐŚŽƐĞ ‘ůŝďƌĂƌǇ ?ĂƌĞĚŝƐƉůĂǇĞĚ
 
in Figure 20. Unsurprisingly, the most popular answer for both libraries was that they can 
concentrate better in the library (GGL 26%, HAL 24%).  
 
Figure 20 
 
 
&Žƌ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ ǁŚŽ ĐŚŽƐĞ  ‘ŽƚŚĞƌ ? ? Ă ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨŚŽŵĞ ĂŶĚ ǁŽƌŬ ǁĂƐ Ă ĐŽŵŵŽŶ
theme, especially in terms of distractions.  
 ?/ƚ ŝƐ Ă ŐŽŽĚ ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů ƌĞŵŝŶĚĞƌ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ůŝďƌĂƌǇ ŝƐĨŽƌ ǁŽƌŬ ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ ŚŽŵĞ ŝƐ Ă ƉůĂĐĞ / ĐĂŶ
ƌĞůĂǆ ? 
 
 ?&ĞĞůŵŽƌĞŵŽƚŝǀĂƚĞĚƚŽƐƚƵĚǇŚĞƌĞ ?ůŝď ?ƚŚĂŶĂƚŚŽŵĞĂŶĚŐŽŽĚƚŽŐĞƚŽƵƚŽĨƚŚĞŚŽƵƐĞĨŽƌ
ŵĞŶƚĂůŚĞĂůƚŚƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ ? 
 
 ?ĂŶĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŝĂƚĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶƐƚƵĚǇĂŶĚƌĞƐƚ ? 
 
 ?&ĞǁĞƌĚŝƐƚƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĞǆĐĞƉƚƐƵƌǀĞǇƐ ? ?
 
 ?dŚĞƌĞŝƐŶ ?ƚĂĨƌŝĚŐĞƚŽĚŝƐƚƌĂĐƚŵĞ ? 
 
 
Students were asked to add any further comments about homeness in the library. A 
common opinion was that students did not want the library to be homely, as they felt there 
should be distinction from home. 
 
 ?/ ĚŽŶ ?ƚ like the library to be too "homey" as I'll start treating it like my own home 
(messy/less productive). I need the clear distinction to reinforce the idea that the library is 
for work and home ŝƐĨŽƌƌĞůĂǆŝŶŐ ? ?
 
 ?EŽƚŚŽŵĞůǇďƵƚƚŚĂƚ ?ƐŐŽŽĚ ? 
 
 ?/ ůŝŬĞŚĂǀŝŶŐƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞǁŽƌŬĂŶĚŚĂǀĞŚŽŵĞƐƉĂĐĞƐ ?/ĚŽŶ ?ƚƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇǁĂŶƚƚŚĞůŝďƌĂƌǇƚŽ
ĨĞĞů ?ŚŽŵĞůǇ ? ? ?
  ?WĞŽƉůĞĚŽŶ ?ƚŐŽ[to] ƚŚĞůŝďƌĂƌǇƚŽƌĞƐƚ ?ƚŚĞǇŐŽƚŽǁŽƌŬ ? ? 
 
 ?/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĞƉůĂĐĞƐŝŶƚŚĞůŝďƌĂƌǇƚhat tend to be the most homely are always the busiest so 
there's never really the opportunity to work there. I prefer working in the less homely bits 
ĚƵƌŝŶŐĞǆĂŵ ?ĐŽƵƌƐĞǁŽƌŬƚŝŵĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞ/ĨŝŶĚŝƚĞĂƐŝĞƌƚŽĐŽŶĐĞŶƚƌĂƚĞŝŶƋƵŝĞƚƉůĂĐĞƐ ? ?
 
Summary 
The results show that students do exhibit most of the homely behaviours as set out by the 
framework, and suggested by Seamon (1979). Appropriation, regeneration and at-easeness 
were all observed a significant number of times over the three observation days. The results 
of the questionnaires and the interview confirmed these results. Warmth was not an 
observation point, but the questionnaires demonstrated that the libraries were viewed as 
friendly and warm places. Interestingly, rootedness, however, was not a common element. 
In their study, Harrop and Turpin (2013) found that students used the library throughout the 
ĚĂǇ ĨŽƌĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƉƵƌƉŽƐĞƐ ? ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ  “ƚŽ ƵƐĞĂ W ƚŽ ƋƵŝĐŬůǇ Đheck email or timetables 
ďĞĨŽƌĞ Ă ůĞĐƚƵƌĞ ?  ?Ɖ ?  ? ? ) ? ,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ƚŚŝƐ ƐƚƵĚǇ ĨŽƵŶĚƚŚĂƚ ƚŚŝƐ ĚŝĚ ŶŽƚ ĞǆƚĞŶĚ ƚŽ ƵƐŝŶŐ
belongings to root themselves to a particular spot.  
 
The results did not conclude that newer library designs facilitated homeness more than 
older ones. Rather, they showed that the designs impacted on different elements of 
homeness. The learning commons building was better equipped for basic amenities, taking 
breaks, territorial behaviour and was considered to have a better atmosphere overall. 
However, in the older design, students felt they had more control, resting was more 
important, and agreed more strongly that they felt at home in the library. This suggests that 
familiarity with the building is an important aspect of homeness. 
 
Discussion 
 
 
Individual retreat 
Much of the current literature around library design has focussed on the need for 
collaborative space (Montgomery and Miller, 2011; Webb, Schaller and Hunley, 2008). 
ĐŚŽŝŶŐ 'ĂǇƚŽŶ ?Ɛ (2008) comparison between communal and social spaces, the results of 
this study indicated that students liked to work individually, but amongst each other 
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ  “ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ Ăƚ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ŚĂƌĚ ? ŵĂŬĞƐ ƚŚĞŵ ĨĞĞů  “ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞĚ ?  ?ĨƌĞĞ ƚĞǆƚ
comment).  
 
However, the results indicated that a space for individual retreat was an important factor 
for students. In line with Regalado and Smale (2015) and Applegate (2009), individual spaces 
were highly valued. This is further supported by the interview:  “ǁŚĂƚƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞƚelling us about 
,ĂůůǁĂƌĚ ŝƐŶŽƚ ĞŶŽƵŐŚƐŝůĞŶƚ ƐƚƵĚǇ ƐƉĂĐĞƐ ?. This echoes the work of Bailin (2011) whose 
interview respondents stated there were too many collaborative spaces.  The observations 
also demonstrated that when given the opportunity with larger individual spaces at George 
Green, students spread their belongings on tables and the floor to mark their own space.  
 
Conversely, the open tables in George Green appeared to result in some dissatisfaction with 
19% of students tending to disagree that they have enough room to create their own space. 
/ƚ ĐŽƵůĚ ďĞ ŝŶĨĞƌƌĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ůĂĐŬ ŽĨ ƉĂƌƚŝƚŝŽŶƐ  ?ǁŚŝĐŚ ĂƌĞ ƵƐĞĚ ŝŶ Ăůů ŽĨ ,ĂůůǁĂƌĚ ?Ɛ ƐŝůĞŶƚ
spaces) mean that in busy periods, students in George Green are required to sit closer to 
one other than they are comfŽƌƚĂďůĞǁŝƚŚ ?dŚŝƐƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐƚŚĞǁŽƌŬŽĨ 7ŵĂŵŽŒůƵĂŶĚ'ƺƌĞů
(2015) who found that student satisfaction increased when partitions were added to library 
ƐƚƵĚǇƚĂďůĞƐ ?ĂŶĚĞĂƚƚǇ  ? ? ? ? ? )ǁŚŽĨŽƵŶĚƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ  “ƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƐƉĂĐĞƐǁŚĞƌĞ  ‘ƚŚĞŝƌƐƉĂĐĞ ?
was defined, eithĞƌďǇĚŝǀŝĚĞƌƐ ?ůŽǁďĂƌƌŝĞƌƐŽƌƐŝŶŐůĞƐĞĂƚŝŶŐƚĂďůĞƐ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ) ? 
 
As Harrop and Turpin (2013) point out, territoriality and desire for privacy is not necessarily 
ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚ ƚŽ ƐŝůĞŶĐĞ ? ďƵƚ ŝƐ ŵŽƌĞ ƚŽ ĚŽ ǁŝƚŚ ďĞŝŶŐ “ƌĞůĂǆĞĚ ? ĐŽǌǇ ? ĂŶĚ  “ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůĞ ?  ?Ɖ ?
69). When students used spaces that were partitioned by the library, they expressed more 
of the behaviours associated with appropriation. For example, unstructured observation 
found that students using study rooms exhibited many of the homely behaviours such as no 
shoes, feet on tables and eating. This was supported by free text comments in which one 
ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ƐƚƵĚǇ ƌŽŽŵ ĂƐ ŚĂǀŝŶŐ Ă  “ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůĞ ? ŚŽŵĞůǇ
ĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞ ? ?
 
It can be argued, therefore, that Retreat is an important part of homeness. While George 
'ƌĞĞŶ ?ƐĚĞƐŝŐŶĂůůŽǁĞĚŵƵĐŚŵŽƌĞƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůƐƉĂĐĞ ?ƚŚĞƌĞƐƵůƚƐ ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů
carrels in Hallward afford more privacy and control.   
 
Innovation versus the basics 
The study highlighted the balance between creating innovative, modern spaces, whilst 
ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐƚŚĞďĂƐŝĐƐ ?dŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĞƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ “ďĂƐŝĐƐ ?ĂƌĞĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ
spaces, power sockets, the ability to eat and drink, and PCs. The results certainly supported 
this with students at Hallward more concentrated in the areas that have plug sockets at the 
desks, and comments complaining about the lack of plug sockets and water. 
 
In this respect, George Green was more successful at providing the basics, which contributes 
to feelings of comfort. However, the study showed that students were also aware of 
innovation with multiple comments regarding nap pods.  
 
EĞǀĞƌƚŚĞůĞƐƐ ? ƚŚĞ  “ďĂƐŝĐƐ ? ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ ƚŽ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ? dŚĞ ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ ĨƌŽŵ ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ƌĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŶŐ
places to sleep, microwaves and kettles suggest that more home comforts are desired. 
Hunter and Cox (2014) made the recommendation of drinks machines on each floor to make 
students feel at home (p. 48). Just as plug sockets on every desk were once not essential, 
the results indicate that food and drink making facilities may become a basic necessity in the 
future.   
 
Innovation and modernity does not necessarily equate to comfort and homeness. In a 
ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚƚŚŝƌĚƉůĂĐĞƐ ?DŽŶƚŐŽŵĞƌǇĂŶĚDŝůůĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? )ƐƚĂƚĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ “ĂůůƵƌĞŽĨƚŚŝƌĚ
places is not the beauty of the location, but rather other pĞŽƉůĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĂƚ ƉůĂĐĞ ? ? dhis is 
supported by results of the questionnaire in which agreement to feeling safe and at home in 
the library were equal between the two libraries.  
  ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞ ƚŽ DŽŶƚŐŽŵĞƌǇ ĂŶĚ DŝůůĞƌ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ĨŽŶĚŶĞƐƐ ĂŶĚĂƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚ
create a sense of loyalty, however, is the fact that many Hallward students are moving to 
George Green to study. The results show that more students consider George Green a 
friendly place than in Hallward. In addition, when asked why they prefer George Green over 
ƚŚĞŝƌŚŽŵĞ ?ŚŝŐŚĞƌƉƌŽƉŽƌƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐĐŚŽƐĞƚŚĞůŝďƌĂƌǇ ?ƐĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞƚŚĂŶĂƚ,ĂůůǁĂƌĚ ? 
 
These results show that students value basics, but do have some awareness and desire for 
innovation that could make their experience more homely.  The basics, however, also 
extend to the atmosphere of the library, suggesting that a mixture of both at George Green 
has contributed to its success.  
 
Restoration and rejuvenation  
Waxman, Clemons, Banning and McKelfresh (2007) advocate the library as a place to find 
restoration and rejuvenation (p. 430); however the results for regeneration in this study 
were mixed. While eating was found to be very important to students, resting garnered less 
conclusive results.   
 
The results found that the café in George Green was used to rejuvenate, and was more used 
than the Hallward café. This suggests that the specific design of the café as a space that is 
notably separate from the study spaces and staff areas did encourage homeness in terms of 
finding a space to rejuvenate.  
 
As previously mentioned, student comments on including more spaces for sleep also 
suggest that some students would like to use the library for restoration. However, the 
observations and questionnaire results indicate that although the majority of students had 
fallen asleep in the library, it was not a factor that they considered to be desirable.  
 
TŚŝƐƌĞůĂƚĞƐƚŽ,ĂƌƌŽƉĂŶĚdƵƌŶĞƌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ŝĚĞĂŽĨƌĞƚƌĞĂƚ ?dŚĞĐĂĨĠŝŶ'ĞŽƌŐĞ'ƌĞĞŶƐŚŽǁƐ
that students value a space where they can retreat from their desk. As sleeping and resting 
is less possible at the study tables, the results imply that, just as the café is a retreat for 
eating, a space for resting away from the study areas could also be valued. 
 
Replicating home 
De Clerq and ƌĂŶǌ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂƌŐƵĞĚƚŚĂƚƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ?ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂůƵƐĞŽĨǁŽĚĞŶĨƵƌŶŝƚƵƌĞŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐ
that they want to study as if they were at home (p. 581). However the questionnaire results 
showed that when given more flexible furniture, students were more impartial towards it. 
The interview respondent described that when choosing furniture for George Green, 
student preferences were surprising. 
 
 ?dŚĞǇĚŝĚŶ ?ƚĐŚŽŽƐĞŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇǁŚĂƚ/ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚƚŚĞǇŵŝŐŚƚ ?ƚŚĞǇǁĞƌĞŵŽƌĞĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚǁŝƚŚ
ůƵŵďĞƌƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĂŶĚƐƵĐŚƚŚŝŶŐƐ ?YƵŝƚĞĂůŽƚŽĨƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐƐĂŝĚŝĨ ?/ǁĞƌĞŐŽŝŶŐƚŽďĞŝŶ'ĞŽƌŐĞ
'ƌĞĞŶĨŽƌĂŶǇĂŵŽƵŶƚŽĨƚŝŵĞ ?/ŶĞĞĚŝƚƚŽďĞĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůĞǁŚĞŶ/ ?ŵƐĂƚǁŝth my laptop, I 
ǁĂŶƚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ?/ǁĂŶƚĂƌŵƌĞƐƚƐ ? ?(A1). 
 
However, the bridges in George Green hold the type of sofas and soft seating that Harrop 
and Turpin (2013) believe should be used to create a homely environment (p. 65). The 
interviewee stated that the bridges were designed to be a more relaxed area. However 
observations showed that the bridges were used as a study space, rather than a break out 
space. This could be in part to the high occupancy in the traditional study spaces during 
exam period, however the interviewee ĐŽŶĨŝƌŵĞĚƚŚĂƚƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐĚŽ “ũƵƐƚƐĞƚƵƉĨŽƌƚŚĞĚĂǇ
ƚŚĞƌĞ ? ? 
 
Comfort also extends to being at ease physiologically. Smith (1 ? ? ? )ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐƚŚĞ “ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů
ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ ŽĨ ŚŽŵĞ ? ĂƐ Ă  “ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ ĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĞŶŐĞŶĚĞƌƐ ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐ ŽĨ ǁĂƌŵƚŚ ?
ĐĂƌĞ ĂŶĚ ĐŽƐŝŶĞƐƐ ?  ?Ɖ ?  ? ? ) ? DĞĂƐƵƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ ŽĨ  “Ăƚ-ĞĂƐĞŶĞƐƐ ? ǁĂƐ ĞƋƵĂů ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ƚŚĞ ƚǁŽ
libraries overall, with majorities in both agreeing that they feel at ease. This is in line with 
Cunningham and Tabur (2012), Cha and Kim (2015) and DeClerq and Cranz (2014) who 
found students described feelings of psychological comfort in the library. George Green was 
viewed as a friendlier place than Hallward, supporting the work of Shill and Tonner (2003), 
ǁŚŽĨŽƵŶĚƚŚĂƚƌĂƚŝŶŐƐĨŽƌ “ŽǀĞƌĂůůĂŵďŝĞŶĐĞ ?ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚǁŚĞŶůŝďƌĂƌŝĞƐǁĞƌĞƌĞŶŽǀĂƚĞĚ ?Ɖ ?
460). 
 
Despite suggestions that measures such as food and drink and furniture would make 
libraries more homely (Bennett, 2005; Hunter and Cox, 2014; Harrop and Turpin, 2013), this 
study has demonstrated that students value the separation of home and work. Students 
from both libraries commented that they did not want the library to be homely and 
majorities stated they did not like to rest there. Students did, however exhibit most of the 
elements of homeness as set out by the framework and agreed that they felt at home. 
ŽĚĂŐŚŝ ĂŶĚ ĂŝŶĂď  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƐƚĂƚĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ƉŚƌĂƐĞ  “/ ĨĞĞů ĂƚŚŽŵĞ ? ŵĞĂŶƐ ƚŚĂƚ Ă ƉĞƌƐŽŶ ŝƐ
ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŶŐ “ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚ ?ƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ?ĂŶĚƐĞŶƐĞŽĨďĞůŽŶŐŝŶƚŽĂƉůĂĐĞ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞƌĞƐƵůƚƐƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ
this, demonstrating that while students value the library as a place to concentrate on study, 
factors such as privacy, food and drink, safety and physical and psychological comfort 
enable them to do so effectively.   
 
dŚĞƌĞƐƵůƚƐƉŽŝŶƚƚŽĂŶƵĂŶĐĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶ “ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐŝƚǇ ?ĂŶĚ “ŚŽŵĞŶĞƐƐ ? ?tŚĞƌĞĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐŝƚǇ
ƉĞƌƚĂŝŶƐƚŽ “ŚŽŵĞŽƌĨĂŵŝůǇůŝĨĞ ? ?K ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ŚŽŵĞŶĞƐƐŝƐƚŚĞ “ƋƵĂůŝƚǇŽƌĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶŽĨďĞŝŶŐ
ŚŽŵĞůŝŬĞ ? ?K ? ? ? ? ? ) ?/ŶĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚ to the terminology Bennett (2005) chose in discussing 
ŚŽǁĂƐƉĂĐĞĐŽƵůĚďĞ “ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐĂƚĞĚ ? ?ƚŚŝƐƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐƚŚĂƚƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐĚŽŶŽƚŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇǁĂŶƚĂ
ƌĞƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĂ “ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐ ?ƐƉĂĐĞ ?ďƵƚƌĂƚŚĞƌǁĂŶƚƚŚĞƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐŽĨŚŽŵĞ ?ŶĂŵĞůǇƌĞƚƌĞĂƚĂŶĚ
privacy, rejuvenaƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƚŚĞ “ďĂƐŝĐ ?ĂŵĞŶŝƚŝĞƐ ?  
 
Conclusion 
 
The study found that students do treat the library home, as well as feel like it is home. The 
 “ďĂƐŝĐƐ ? ĂƌĞ ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů ŝŶ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ Ă ůŝďƌĂƌǇ ĨĞĞů ŚŽŵĞůǇ ? dŚŝƐ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ ƚŚĞ Ăďŝůŝƚy to eat and 
drink, and access study spaces, PCs, and power sockets. The study has shown that the basics 
could also extend to a friendly and warm atmosphere to make students feel at ease. While 
students are aware of innovations, like  sleep areas, they were more concerned with having 
the basics. Students value their personal space and the ability to retreat from others as they 
would at home. However, they also valued the ability to leave their chosen space to take a 
ĨŽŽĚŽƌƌĞƐƚďƌĞĂŬŝŶƚŚĞĐĂĨĠ ?dŚĞĚĞƐŝŐŶŽĨ'ĞŽƌŐĞ'ƌĞĞŶ ?ƐĐĂĨĠƉƌŽǀĞĚ that these breaks 
could be facilitated. Certain features such as warmth and atmosphere do not come out of 
design, but with familiarity. Therefore, older designs could facilitate more comfort than 
newer ones. In addition, constant innovation could cause the space to lose the sense of 
stability that libraries often provide. The library as a place to concentrate was important to 
students, and some indicated that they did not want the library to be homely as they valued 
the separation of home and work. Despite this, students still exhibited signs of being at 
home, suggesting that while they want the space to be different from home, they still 
appreciate having home comforts in the library, and  the sense of comfort, ease and safety 
that home gives them. 
 
The study was a small scale one conducted in one institution in a short time period; further 
work is needed to explore the issues it raises. The main contribution of this research in the 
context of the study of library space is to identify the need to define homeness more 
precisely, and to begin to ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚ ŚŽǁ ƚŽ ŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƐĞ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ^ĞĂŵŽŶ ?Ɛ
(1979) themes of rootedness, appropriation, regeneration, at-easeness and warmth. The 
multi-dimensional character of homeness that this reveals enriches our understanding of a 
key aspect of library experience. More work may be needed to fully operationalise 
^ĞĂŵŽŶ ?Ɛ ƚŚĞŵĞƐ ? ďƵƚ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƉĞƌ ŚĂƐ ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ǀĂůƵĞ ŽĨ ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ complex 
nature of homeness. 
 
This study can offer some recommendations to academic libraries considering making their 
libraries more homely. 
 
 Collaborative and social spaces are an important part of learning commons buildings, 
and contribute to making informal spaces. However, as demonstrated in the results 
of this study, individual retreat and privacy is still highly valued by students, and 
these spaces should not be sacrificed as they too are a part of making students feel 
at home. 
 The results indicated that students do not necessarily want libraries to be homely. 
Students value a separation of home and work, and as this study has demonstrated, 
home does not necessarily equate to domesticity. Rather, spaces that make them 
feel comfortable, safe and at ease can offer a homely atmosphere without taking 
away the academic atmosphere.  
 As demonstrated in the café at George Green, spaces for rest and rejuvenation 
should be made noticeably separate to the study spaces in the library to provide a 
physical and psychological break from study.  
DŽƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇƵƐŝŶŐ^ĞĂŵŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ?79) five themes of homeness gives more precision to the 
evaluation of library design. The finding that rootedness was rare in the examples asks the 
question whether this element is needed or practical in the library context. 
 
The study highlights that future research that would be valuable for studies into homeness 
in libraries, and libraries as a third space. An aspect of homeness not covered in this study is 
the impact of staff and other students. A study into attitudes of staff in relation to 
friendliness and warmth could determine how this impacts feelings of comfort and 
familiarity. In addition, a study into the expectations of student behaviour could determine 
ǁŚĂƚ ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ƚŽ ďĞ Ă  ‘ĨƌŝĞŶĚůǇ ? ůŝďƌĂƌǇ ? DŽƌĞ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ is also needed into study 
habits of students who prefer to study in their own home. This would help inform libraries 
of any potential changes to make the buildings more accessible and appealing to those 
students. Interview or observation based studies in these areas would also be able to 
ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵŽƌĞĚĞĞƉůǇǁŝƚŚ^ĞĂŵŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĨŝǀĞƚŚĞŵĞƐ ? 
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